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Abstract
This study demonstrated how training was designed based on a thorough analysis of 
students’ problems and examined whether and how the training worked in peer review in a 
Japanese EFL university classroom. The present study was conducted in the same writing 
class of twelve students as the preliminary study (Kaneko, 2017). The analysis of the findings 
from the preliminary study suggested that the students’ misconception about the role of peer 
reviewers resulted in their major issue that reviewers were not likely to point out problematic 
parts when they were not certain about their judgements on them and/or their feedback. Based 
on the analysis, training was designed. The training included adding one more step to the peer 
review, explaining the role of peer reviewers, showing the results of the preliminary study, and 
setting guidelines reflecting the students’ concerns. The study found that the training helped 
the students point out more uncertain problematic parts and generated several benefits for 
their language learning. It confirmed the importance of designing training based on a thorough 
analysis of problems students experience. Besides a thorough analysis of problems, this study 
offered some pedagogical implications which can be useful in designing and conducting training: 
explaining rationales of training and reflecting students’ voices in the training. 
Introduction
Peer review has been considered as one of the important components of process writing, 
which helps language learners write focusing on the writing process rather than on the text 
as a finished product (e.g., Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger, 1992; Mittan, 1989). Numerous 
studies have reported that peer review facilitates language learning from several perspectives. 
For example, from the cognitive perspective, peer review helps learners develop critical skills 
with which they can analyze their own writing as well as their classmates’ writing (Leki, 1990). 
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From the social perspective, peer review provides learners with opportunities to negotiate their 
ideas with their classmates so that they can improve their communication skills (Mendonca & 
Johnson, 1994). From the linguistic perspective, peer review enables learners to reinforce their 
metalinguistic knowledge through the act of reading and analyzing their classmates’ writing 
(Gere, 1987). Despite the benefits of peer review, its effectiveness has been questioned due to 
some unsatisfactory results such as low incorporation rates of peer feedback in revisions (e.g., 
Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Paulus, 1999), reviewers’ tendency to focus on local errors rather 
than global errors (e.g., Beason, 1993; Yagelski, 1995), and ineffective interactions (e.g., Amores, 
1997; Nelson & Murphy, 1992). Some researchers emphasize the importance of preparing 
learners for peer review claiming that the questioned effectiveness results from their lack of 
knowledge and skills for peer review (e.g., George, 1984; Wiener, 1986). To date, there have 
been an increasing number of studies which investigate effects of training for peer review (e.g., 
Lundstrom & Baker, 2009; Rollinson, 2005). The types of training are different from one another 
to a large extent influenced by so many factors to consider in designing training. From this 
fact, it is evident that those factors are specific to each context in which learners engage in peer 
review. Those factors would include language learning environments (e.g., ESL/EFL), types of 
peer review (e.g., written/oral, pair/group, and L1/L2 use), courses (e.g., overall course goals 
and time to spend for peer review), classes (e.g., class sizes and familiarity among learners), 
learners (e.g., language learning backgrounds, proficiency levels of the target language, genders, 
and ages) and so forth. To determine factors to consider in designing training for peer review, 
it is important that teachers thoroughly analyze their students in each specific context and 
understand problems that the students experience in peer review. Min’s studies (2003, 2005) 
are one of the examples which described in detail how teacher-researchers identified problems 
the students had in the peer review and designed their own training based on the analysis of the 
problems. Min (2003) found that vague feedback and misinterpretation of writers’ intensions 
were two major reasons for the low incorporation rate of peer feedback in revisions. In response 
to this research findings, Min (2005) created training which aimed to help students interpret 
their classmates’ intentions in their writing and provide more specific feedback. The first part of 
the training was to have the students get familiar with a four-step procedure: clarifying writers’ 
intensions, identifying problems, explaining the nature of the problems, and making suggestions 
by giving specific examples. The second part was to help the students as reviewers with their 
feedback in two teacher-student conferences. The findings confirmed that the training had a 
positive impact on the incorporation rate of peer feedback in revisions and generated some 
effects such as increased confidence and metacognitive strategy use. 
Inspired by the studies on the effects of training for peer review including the Min’s studies 
(2003, 2005), this study demonstrates how training is designed and conducted, and examines 
whether and how the training works in peer review in a Japanese EFL university classroom. A 
preliminary study (Kaneko, 2017) was conducted and problems the students had in the peer 
review were identified. The present study shows how to tackle the problems in designing 
training with the same participants as the ones in the preliminary study. 
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Preliminary Study 
The study examined what makes negotiation of meaning happen as often as it should for 
learners’ language development from reviewers’ perspectives. Pica (1994) defines negotiation 
of meaning as “the modification and restructuring of interaction that occurs when learners and 
their interlocutors anticipate, perceive, or experience difficulties in message comprehensibility” 
(p.494). Negotiation of meaning in peer review has been repor ted to foster language 
development (e.g., De Guerrero & Villamil, 1994; Lockhart & Ng, 1995). To negotiate meaning 
about ideas discussed in writing, learners are expected to use a lot of language functions. Some 
examples are eliciting information, responding to elicitations, asking for and giving explanations, 
restating, and giving suggestions. In peer review, negotiation of meaning can be assumed to 
occur when reviewers point out problematic parts in their partners’ writing and discuss the 
problematic parts with the writers. Motivated by the belief that reviewers need to point out as 
many problematic parts as possible to create opportunities for negotiation of meaning, the study 
investigated how twelve Japanese university students in a writing course pointed out problematic 
parts. 
The study confirmed that negotiation of meaning was inherently face-threatening to both 
reviewers and writers and did not happen as often as it should without intervention as Foster and 
Ohta (2005) claim. This fact led to less engagement as reviewers in the peer review, that is, they 
did not point out as many problematic parts as they should. The students could have pointed 
out 85% of the problematic parts; however, they pointed out 46% of them. This indicates that they 
missed the possible opportunities for negotiation of meaning which could have been triggered 
by 39% (85% - 46%) of the problematic parts. There existed a salient tendency about how they 
pointed out the problematic parts. When the students were certain about their judgments on 
the problematic parts and their feedback, they were likely to point out the problematic parts. On 
the contrary, when they were not certain about their judgments on the problematic parts and/
or their feedback, they were not likely to point out the problematic parts. The interviews with 
the students identified seven types of reasons why they did not point out the problematic parts 
when they were not certain about their judgements on them and/or their feedback as shown 
in Table 1. Those reasons suggest what prevented them from pointing out the problematic 
parts and some major factors to consider in designing training. First, from all the reasons, 
the students were discouraged to point out the problematic parts due to the uncertainty of 
their judgments on them and/or their feedback. Second, from the reasons 1), 3), and 5), the 
uncertainty of their judgments on the problematic parts and/or their feedback influenced their 
affective states as reviewers (e.g., embarrassed, not comfortable) and their anticipated writers’ 
affective states (e.g., unhappy). Third, from the reasons 2) and 7), they were pressured to be 
correct as reviewers. Fourth, from the reasons 4) and 6), they thought that their current English 
proficiency was not enough to take care of the problematic parts in the peer review with the 
writers. By closely looking into those reasons, it is found that they share an underlying feature. 
They have to do with face-threatening issues, either a fear of threatening their face by disclosing 
their incompetence, a fear of threatening their partners’ face by disclosing their incompetence, 
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or both. There was a threat to the reviewers’ face by disclosing their incompetence because 
they were concerned that they might not be able to handle the problematic parts with their 
current English proficiency in negotiating meaning with the writers. Also, the reviewers assumed 
that pointing out the problematic parts would be a threat to the writers’ face because the act 
itself could indicate that there is a problem in their writing which results from the writers’ 
incompetence. When the students were not certain about their judgments on the problematic 
parts and/or their feedback, pointing out the uncertain problematic parts was threatening to 
both reviewers and writers. 
Table 1
Students’ Reasons Why They Did Not Point Out Uncertain Problematic Parts 
Reasons  n
1) They thought that they would be embarrassed if their judgments on uncertain problematic
parts and/or their feedback on them are not correct. 12
2) They thought that they should be correct as reviewers. 10
3) They were not comfortable enough to point out uncertain problematic parts to their partners
who they did not know very well. 9
4) They thought that they could not explain uncertain problematic parts well to their partners. 9
5) They thought that their partners might be unhappy with their feedback on uncertain
problematic parts. 8
6) They thought that they could not deal with their partners’ reactions to uncertain problematic
parts. 8
7) They thought that the teacher could take cake of uncertain problematic parts better.
 3
Note. From “The key to facilitating negotiation of meaning from reviewers’ perspectives” by T. Kaneko, 2017, The 
Cross-Cultural Review, 13, p. 32. Adapted with permission.
n = number of students stating each reason. The maximum number is 12 because there were 12 students. 
To summarize the findings from the preliminary study, the students were not likely to 
point out problematic parts when they were not certain about their judgments on them and/
or their feedback. This result is attributed to the fact that the act of pointing out the uncertain 
problematic parts itself was threatening to both reviewers and writers. The major factors to 
consider in designing training were identified: the students’ uncertainty of their judgments on 
problematic parts and/or their feedback, their affective states as reviewers and their anticipated 
writers’ affective states, their pressure to be correct as reviewers, and the perception of their 
current insufficient English proficiency for peer review. The present study describes how 
training is designed based on the analysis of the findings from the preliminary study and 
examines whether and how it works.
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Method
Writing Course
The present study was conducted in the same class as the preliminary study (Kaneko, 
2017). The class was composed of twelve Japanese university students including four males and 
eight females. They were in their second year at university majoring pedagogy, the humanities, 
or science in Japan. They did not know one another well before this course. Their scores of 
the TOEIC® Listening & Reading Test ranged from 540 to 780 (M = 635, SD = 85.97). They 
were taking an elective writing course taught by the teacher-researcher. They had their high 
expectation and motivation to improve their English writing skills and their overall English 
proficiency. The course was a-semester long and aimed to help students acquire skills and 
knowledge necessary for effective English writing. The course employed a process-oriented 
approach which guides students through steps in a writing process such as brainstorming, 
outlining, writing drafts, engaging in peer review, and revising drafts. 
In the preliminary study, the students wrote an opinion essay on a controversial issue of 
their interest. The essay should be within the range between 42 and 60 sentences. The students 
worked on issues such as a risk of using SNS (Social Networking Site), manners of using mobile 
phones, Japanese female teenagers’ obsession with losing weight, and putting on a makeup on 
a train and so forth. The students were instructed to follow guidelines set in an outline sheet 
(see Appendix A for the outline sheet for opinion essay), which were about basic knowledge 
about opinion essay covered in the previous lessons. The guidelines show essay organization, 
paragraph structure, the number of sentences allowed in each paragraph, and the number of 
sentences allowed in the whole essay. 
Before the peer review, the teacher-researcher prepared the students to engage in peer 
review, which was their first-time experience. First, the students analyzed model essays which 
included things to look at as reviewers. They worked on what they learned about opinion 
essay in the textbook such as essay organization, paragraph structure, rhetoric, expressions, 
and language use. In addition, the teacher-researcher introduced six basic aspects of writing: 
organization/unity, development, cohesion/coherence, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics. 
Second, the students watched a video in which a pair of students from a previous semester in 
the same course was engaging in peer review. The pair covered the things the students looked 
at in the model essays: the basic knowledge about opinion essay and the six basic aspects 
of writing. Also, the pair used dif ferent types of language functions such as requesting for 
clarification, elaborating, suggesting, and confirming. Third, the students worked on a sample 
essay which was one of the model essays. But the teacher-researcher changed it so that it 
included problematic parts in terms of the basic knowledge about opinion essay and the six basic 
aspects of writing. They practiced how to review a draft with the sample essay and a feedback 
sheet (see Appendix B for the feedback sheet for peer review). They were instructed to underline 
and number problematic parts from top to down in the partner’s draft, and write their detailed 
feedback on them in the feedback sheet. The numbers written down for the problematic parts in 
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the draft should match the numbers in the feedback sheet. 
At the peer review stage, they were paired up by lot and exchanged their first drafts in the 
classroom. They reviewed their partner’s draft filling out the feedback sheet as their homework. 
In the next lesson, they engaged in peer review in Japanese. They were instructed to orally point 
out every single problematic part and give feedback on it to their partner instead of just passing 
the partner’s draft and the feedback sheet. The students as writers were told not to passively 
listen to the reviewer’s pointing out problematic parts and giving their feedback. They were 
encouraged to respond to the reviewer. After they finished working on all the problematic parts, 
they got their draft and the feedback sheet back from their partner to revise their draft.
Training 
Drawing on the findings from the preliminary study, the teacher-researcher designed 
training to tackle the problems the students experienced in the peer review in the preliminary 
study. The major issue was the fact that the students were not likely to point out problematic 
parts when they were not certain about their judgments on them and/or their feedback. This 
resulted in fewer possible opportunities for negotiation of meaning which is believed to generate 
benefits for their language learning. To the students, the act of pointing out the uncertain 
problematic parts itself was face-threatening as reviewers and writers. The factors to consider in 
designing training were the students’ uncertainty of their judgments on problematic parts and/
or their feedback, their affective states as reviewers and their anticipated writers’ affective states, 
their pressure to be correct as reviewers, and the perception of their current insufficient English 
proficiency for peer review. 
The analysis of the findings from the preliminary study suggests that the students’ 
misconception about the role of peer reviewers affected the way they worked on the uncertain 
problematic parts. They felt pressured to be correct like a teacher, and consequently they 
were afraid of pointing out the uncertain problematic parts. It is easily expected that even 
if they are encouraged to point out uncertain problematic parts, they might not point out as 
many as they should. This is because the situation would allow the students to avoid uncertain 
problematic parts instead of taking a risk of disclosing their incompetence and/or their partners’ 
incompetence. The point is that they do not face the immediate need to point out uncertain 
problematic parts. Leaving uncertain problematic parts unresolved leads to the reviewer’s 
insuf ficient comprehension of the partner’s draft. To help the students point out as many 
uncertain problematic parts as possible, the first measure for the students seemed to create 
a situation in which they would face the need to point out uncertain problematic parts. As an 
approach to creating such a situation, the teacher-researcher decided to have the students 
explain their partner’s draft to another student. Also, the third student was required to write 
a summary of the draft based on the explanation. From her teaching experiences, generally 
students work in pairs or groups harder and more seriously when they are responsible for a 
task which affects their partners’ performance. To take a book review assignment for example, 
they tend to read a book more carefully and write a better review when they report it to other 
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students who ask questions about the book and the book review than when they do not. 
Also, when the other students summarize ideas of what the book reviewers report, the book 
reviewers are more likely to work harder and more seriously. This book review assignment 
example shows that the students as book reviewers face the need to comprehend a book better 
because their comprehension of it affects the other students’ performance. Even in peer review, 
this kind of approach would create a situation in which reviewers face the need to point out 
uncertain problematic parts because they explain the draft to another student based on their 
comprehension of it. 
Even with the approach, the students’ peer review experience would not be maximized 
unless their misconception about the role of peer reviewers is taken care of. The misconception 
was the underlying problem in the peer review. To correct the misconception, the students 
needed to understand the role of peer reviewers. The teacher-researcher had a session 
before the peer review to explain the role of peer reviewers underscoring the importance of 
understanding that they are all language learners and language learning is better facilitated 
among them (e.g., Donato, 1994, Villamil and De Guerrero, 1996). She encouraged the students 
to point out even uncertain problematic parts with this understanding. However, there were still 
some students showing their reluctance to point out uncertain problematic parts. Others were 
worried about not being able to provide feedback on the problematic parts. In response to their 
concerns, the teacher-researcher showed the results of the preliminary study about how they 
worked on the uncertain problematic parts and explained the students’ reasons why they did 
not point out the uncertain problematic parts. The students were surprised to know how many 
possible opportunities for negotiation of meaning they missed by not pointing out the uncertain 
problematic parts. At the same time, they felt rather relieved that they shared the same reasons 
why they did not point out the uncertain problematic parts. By understanding their problems, 
they seemed to be more aware of what they are expected to do in peer review, pointing out as 
many problematic parts as possible even if they are not certain about their judgements on them 
and/or their feedback. The teacher-researcher advised them to tell their partner about their 
uncertainty of their judgements on problematic parts and/or their feedback. Also, she explained 
why she decided to add one more step to the peer review: explaining the partner’s draft to 
another student who writes a summary of it based on the explanation.
Procedure for Peer Review
The students basically followed the same procedure as the preliminary study. They wrote 
an opinion essay on a controversial issue of their interest, exchanged their drafts with their pair 
partner assigned by lot, reviewed the draft filling out the feedback sheet as their homework, and 
engaged in peer review in the next lesson. In the peer review, they orally pointed out problematic 
parts and gave their feedback on them to their partner. In the preliminary study, they returned 
their partner’s draft and the feedback sheet at this point. But in the present study, they were 
paired up with another student and explained their partner’s draft to him or her showing it. The 
third student wrote a summary of the draft based on the explanation by the reviewer. When the 
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third student found any other problematic parts, the reviewer passed their feedback on them to 
the writer returning their draft and the feedback sheet. After the peer review, each student had a 
teacher-student conference with the teacher-researcher outside the classroom where they could 
ask questions on anything about their draft including things they could not solve in the peer 
review. After the teacher-student conference, the teacher-researcher interviewed each student 
about their peer review.
Data Collection and Analysis Methods
The obtained data were 1) copies of the students’ drafts reviewed by teachers, 2) copies 
of the students’ first drafts reviewed by their partners, 3) the feedback sheets by their partners, 
and 4) the interviews with the students. Each of the data was first examined. As for 1) copies 
of the students’ drafts reviewed by teachers, the teacher-researcher and one more teacher who 
is well experienced in teaching how to write in English to Japanese EFL university students 
marked all the problematic parts in each of the students’ drafts. They made judgements on 
the problematic parts in terms of whether the parts are correct or not rather than whether 
they could be improved in quality. The teachers separately checked the drafts and later agreed 
upon every single part which they marked as problematic. As for 2) copies of the students’ first 
drafts reviewed by their partners, the teachers checked the parts marked as problematic by the 
peer reviewers in terms of whether their judgements are correct or not. The teachers used the 
information from 3) the feedback sheets by their partners to understand the peer reviewers’ 
judgements on the problematic parts. The teachers separately checked the drafts and later 
agreed upon their judgements on every single part marked as problematic by the peer reviewers. 
As for 4) the interviews with the students, the teacher-researcher showed the problematic parts 
that the students should have pointed out and asked why they did not point them out in the peer 
review. Also, she asked the students about what they thought about their second peer review 
experience comparing it with their first peer review experience. The same kinds of data were also 
collected from the preliminary study. The data from the preliminary study and the present study 
were analyzed in the same way and compared. The results were interpreted in an integrated way.
Results and Discussion
To investigate whether and how the training helps the students as reviewers point out 
as many uncertain problematic parts as possible, the data from the preliminary study and the 
present study were examined. There were four kinds of data in both studies: 1) copies of the 
students’ drafts reviewed by the teachers, 2) copies of the students’ first drafts reviewed by their 
partners, 3) the feedback sheets by their partners, and 4) the interviews with the students. 
The examination of the data yielded six types of problematic parts as shown in Tables 
2 and 3. The first type is problematic parts reviewed by the teachers, which are referred to 
as “Correct problematic parts (A)”. The second type is problematic parts reviewed by the 
students the judgements of which are correct, “Students’ correct problematic parts (B)”. The 
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third type is problematic parts reviewed by the students the judgements of which are incorrect, 
“Students’ incorrect problematic parts (C)”. The fourth type is problematic parts which should 
have been pointed out by the students, “Problematic parts which should have been pointed out 
(D)”. The fifth type is problematic parts which the students as reviewers could not identify by 
themselves in the peer review, “Problematic parts which could not have been pointed out (E)”.
The sixth type is problematic parts which the students identified in the peer review but did 
not point out due to the uncertainty of their judgements on them, “Problematic parts which 
could have been pointed out (F)”. The relationships among these types of problematic parts 
can be explained by simple addition: “Correct problematic parts (A)” is the sum of “Students’ 
correct problematic parts (B)” and “Problematic parts which should have been pointed out (D)”; 
“Problematic parts which should have been pointed out (D)” is the sum of “Problematic parts 
which could not have been pointed out (E)” and “Problematic parts which could have been 
pointed out (F)”. The descriptive data of the results from the preliminary study (before the 
training) and the present study (after the training) are shown in Tables 2 and 3 respectively. 
Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Types of Problematic Parts Before the Training
 n Min Max M SD
Correct problematic parts (A): (B)+(D) 279 17 28 23.75 3.40
Students’ correct problematic parts (B) 128 6 12 10.67 1.70
Students’ incorrect problematic parts (C) 4 0 1 0.33 0.46
Problematic parts which should have been pointed out (D): (E)+(F) 151 10 16 12.58 1.93
Problematic parts which could not have been pointed out (E) 42 2 4 3.50 0.65
Problematic parts which could have been pointed out (F) 109 7 12 9.08 1.55
Note. n = the total number of problematic parts for 12 students; Min = minimum number of problematic parts; Max 
= maximum number of problematic parts; M = mean of problematic parts for 12 students; SD = standard deviation.
Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for Types of Problematic Parts After the Training
 n Min Max M SD
Correct problematic parts (A): (B)+(D) 287 21 28 23.91 2.29
Students’ correct problematic parts (B) 226 15 23 18.83 2.67
Students’ incorrect problematic parts (C) 20 0 3 1.67 0.85
Problematic parts which should have been pointed out (D): (E)+(F) 61 3 7 5.08 1.45
Problematic parts which could not have been pointed out (E) 37 2 4 3.08 0.64
Problematic parts which could have been pointed out (F) 24 0 4 2.00 1.29
Note. n = the total number of problematic parts for 12 students; Min = minimum number of problematic parts; Max 
= maximum number of problematic parts; M = mean of problematic parts for 12 students; SD = standard deviation.
The comparison of the results before and after the training shows whether changes in 
− 16 −
number occurred or not. Big changes in number did not occur in (A) and (E) before and after 
the training. As for “Correct problematic parts (A)”, there were 279 in total for 12 students (Min 
= 17, Max = 28, M = 23.75, SD = 3.40) before the training and 287 (Min = 21, Max = 28, M = 23.91, 
SD = 2.29) after the training. As for “Problematic parts which could not have been pointed out 
(E)”, there were 42 (Min = 2, Max = 4, M = 3.50, SD = 0.65) before the training and 37 (Min = 
2, Max = 4, M = 3.08, SD = 0.64) after the training. This could indicate that the students’ first 
drafts before and after the training were similar in terms of the number of problematic parts and 
the number of problematic parts which could not have been pointed out by the students. The 
changes in number occurred in the other types (B), (C), (D), and (F). As for “Students correct 
problematic parts (B)”, there was an increase from 128 in total for 12 students (Min = 6, Max = 
12, M = 10.67, SD = 1.70) before the training to 226 (Min = 15, Max = 23, M = 18.83, SD = 2.67) 
after the training. As for “Students’ incorrect problematic parts (C)”, there was an increase from 
4 (Min = 0, Max = 1, M = 0.33, SD = 0.46) to 20 (Min = 0, Max = 3, M = 1.67, SD = 0.85). As for 
“Problematic parts which should have been pointed out (D)”, there was a decrease from 151 
(Min = 10, Max = 16, M = 12.58, SD = 1.93) to 61 (Min = 3, Max = 7, M = 5.08, SD = 1.45). As for 
“Problematic parts which could have been pointed out (F)”, there was a decrease from 109 (Min 
= 7, Max = 12, M = 9.08, SD = 1.55) to 24 (Min = 0, Max = 4, M = 2.00, SD = 1.29). 
To see whether and how the training helped the students as reviewers point out as many 
uncertain problematic parts as possible, the relationship between “Correct problematic parts 
(A)” and “Problematic parts which could have been pointed out (F)” was examined. “Problematic 
parts which could have been pointed out (F)” are the parts which the students viewed as 
problematic but did not point out due to the uncertainty of their judgements on them. To create 
as many opportunities for negotiation of meaning as possible, the students were expected 
to point them out even if they were not certain about their judgements. The proportions of 
“Problematic parts which could have been pointed out (F)” to “Correct problematic parts (A)” 
before and after the training were calculated. The results are shown in Table 4. 
Table 4
Propor tions of “Problematic Par ts Which Could Have Been Pointed Out (F)” to “Correct 
Problematic Parts(A)” Before and After the Training
 Min Max M SD
(F)÷(A)×100  before the training 34.78 42.86 39.0 2.22
(F)÷(A)×100  after the training 0.00 18.2 8.66 5.81
Note. (A) = correct problematic parts; (F) = problematic parts which could have been pointed out; Min = minimum 
proportion; Max = maximum proportion; M = mean of proportions for 12 students; SD = standard deviation.
Comparing the results before and after the training shown in Table 4, it is found that there 
was a decrease from the mean of 39.0% (Min = 34.78, Max = 42.86, SD = 2.22) to 8.66% (Min = 
0.00, Max = 18.2, SD = 5.81). The mean was reduced by 30.34% (39.0% – 8.66%) after the training, 
which suggests that the students pointed out more uncertain problematic parts after the training. 
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This might be related to the increase of “Students’ incorrect problematic parts (C)” after the 
training. The students pointed out more parts as problematic which were not problematic. It can 
be assumed that the training affected the way the students worked on the uncertain problematic 
parts. The data from the interviews with the students explained how the training influenced their 
second peer review experience. 
In the interviews with the students, the teacher-researcher asked them about what they 
thought about their second peer review experience comparing it with their first peer review 
experience. All the students expressed that their second peer review was more successful and 
enjoyable than their first peer review. They attributed the positive experience in their second 
peer review to their corrected conception about the role of peer reviewers. They mentioned that 
the training helped them correct their misconception that peer reviewers should be correct like 
a teacher. In the training, the teacher-researcher explained the role of peer reviewers. Besides 
the explanation of the role of peer reviewers, the students mentioned that the other components 
of the training were helpful. The teacher-researcher showed the results of the preliminary study 
about how many possible opportunities for negotiation of meaning they missed. They said that 
it was a shocking fact and it helped them understand the problems they had. Also, she showed 
their reasons why they did not point out the uncertain problematic parts in the preliminary study. 
They told that they were relieved to know that they shared the same concern that pointing out 
the uncertain problematic parts was threatening. In addition, she added one more step to peer 
review, explaining the partner’s draft to another student who would write a summary of it based 
on the explanation. She explained the reasons why the new step was added. Some students 
mentioned that they were happy to know the reasons for creating the new step because they 
would like to know how they can benefit from it and what they are expected to do. 
Overall, the students felt that they got more involved in the classroom community through 
the training and the training was designed for them. One student succinctly said, “Our voices 
were reflected in the training. I never felt left behind. I really enjoyed the peer review.” As the 
students felt, the training was designed for them based on the analysis of the findings from the 
preliminary study. The teacher-researcher did not make the training fixed so that the training 
could cater to the students more through the interactions with them. When the students 
showed their reluctance to point out uncertain problematic parts and their lack of confidence to 
provide feedback on them, she advised them to tell their partner about their uncertainty of their 
judgements on problematic parts and/or their feedback. Some students mentioned that sharing 
this kind of guideline helped them point out even uncertain problematic parts without the fear 
that they had in the preliminary study. 
All the students thought that they benefited from the second peer review much more than 
the first peer review in several ways. They mentioned that they established collegial ties with 
their classmates as the same language learners in a comfortable learning environment (e.g., 
Hirvela, 1999). They felt that the environment helped them actively participate in the peer review 
without the face-threatening fear (e.g., Mendonca and Johnson, 1994). They noticed that the 
active participation contributed to not only the improvement in their partner’s draft but also their 
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language learning. As the benefits for their language learning, they reported improving their 
critical ability to analyze their own writing as well as their partner’s (e.g., Leki, 1990), developing 
their audience awareness with which they can review their own writing (e.g., Zamel, 1982), 
practicing their metalinguistic knowledge that they acquired before the peer review (e.g., Gere, 
1987), and reinforcing their overall knowledge about English (e.g., Mendonca and Johnson, 
1994). 
When all the results were interpreted in an integrated way, it can be concluded that the 
training helped the students work better as reviewers and generated many benefits. 
Conclusion
Inspired by the previous studies on the ef fects of training for peer review which 
emphasized the importance of a thorough analysis of problems students have, this study 
demonstrated how training was designed based on such an analysis and examined whether 
and how the training worked in a Japanese EFL university classroom. The present study was 
conducted in the same writing class of twelve students as the preliminary study (Kaneko, 2017). 
Drawing on the findings from the preliminary study, the teacher-researcher designed training 
to tackle the problems the students experienced in the peer review. The major issue was the fact 
that the students were not likely to point out problematic parts when they were not certain about 
their judgments on them and/or their feedback. This resulted in fewer possible opportunities 
for negotiation of meaning which is believed to generate numerous benefits for language 
learning. To the students, the act of pointing out the uncertain problematic parts itself was face-
threatening as reviewers and writers. 
The analysis of the findings from the preliminary study suggests that the students’ 
misconception about the role of peer reviewers was their underlying problem and affected the 
way they worked on the uncertain problematic parts. They felt pressured to be correct like 
a teacher. Consequently, they were afraid of pointing out the uncertain problematic parts. To 
tackle their misconception about the role of peer reviewers which resulted in the tendency that 
they did not point out the uncertain problematic parts, the teacher-researcher designed training. 
She created a situation in which they would face the need to point out uncertain problematic 
parts. As an approach to creating such a situation, she added one more step to the peer review 
in which the students explained their partner’s draft to another student who would write a 
summary of it based on their explanation. In this way, it was expected that the students would 
need to comprehend the partner’s draft well and could not avoid uncertain problematic parts. 
She explained why she added the step to the students. To maximize the students’ experience in 
the situation, it was important to correct their misconception about the role of peer reviewers. 
She explained the role of peer reviewers, showed the results of the preliminary study about 
how many possible opportunities for negotiation of meaning they missed, and informed them 
of their reasons why they did not point out the uncertain problematic parts. When the students 
showed their reluctance to point out uncertain problematic parts and their lack of confidence to 
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provide feedback on them, she advised them to tell their partner about their uncertainty of their 
judgements on problematic parts and/or their feedback.
It is found that the training helped the students point out more problematic parts even 
when they were not certain about their judgements on them and/or their feedback. The results 
show that the students did not point out 39.0% of the problematic parts which they should 
before the training; however, the number was reduced to 8.66% after the training. The results 
of the interviews with the students explain how the training benefited the students. All the 
students expressed that the training helped them point out more uncertain problematic parts. 
They attributed this to their corrected conception about the role of peer reviewers. This could 
indicate that the training methods such as explaining the role of peer reviewers and showing the 
results of the preliminary study helped them correct their misconception. In addition, they felt 
that they got more involved in the classroom community through the training and the training 
was designed for them. They mentioned that they got this feeling because their concerns were 
not disregarded. Also, they reported that they received many benefits through the peer review 
such as establishing collegial ties in a comfortable learning environment, actively participating 
which leads to their language learning, improving their critical ability, developing their audience 
awareness, practicing their metalinguistic knowledge, and reinforcing their overall knowledge 
about English. 
This study demonstrated how training was designed and explained how the training 
influenced the way the students worked in the peer review. It confirmed the importance of 
designing training based on a thorough analysis of problems students experience. Besides a 
thorough analysis of students’ problems, this study offered some pedagogical implications which 
can be useful in designing and conducting training. One is to explain rationales of training so that 
students understand how they can benefit from it and what they are expected to do. Another is to 
reflect students’ voices so that the training can be more adjusted to their problems and they feel 
more involved in the classroom community. 
− 20 −
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Appendix A
Outline for Opinion Essay
＜Instructions＞
1. You will write an opinion essay on a controversial issue.
2. Your essay should be within the range between 42 and 60 sentences.
Title
Introduction
(between 7 to 10 
sentences)
Hook:
Background information:
Thesis statement:
Body paragraph 1
(between 14 to 20 
sentences)
Topic sentence:
Opinions/facts:
Body paragraph 2
(between 14 to 20 
sentences)
Counter-argument:
Refutation:
Conclusion
(between 7 to 10 
sentences)
Restatement of the view:
Reinforcement of the view:
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